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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

It is the policy of the Minnesota Judicial Branch to establish core performance goals and to monitor key
results that measure progress toward meeting these goals in order to ensure accountability of the branch,

improve overall operations of the court, andl EAT AA OEA DOAI EA8O 00000 AT A
The six core judicial branch goals are:

Access to Justice
Timeliness

Integrity and Accountability
Excellence

Fairness and Equity

Quality Court Workplace Environment

This is the 14th annual report that contains results forthe Core Judicial Branch GoalsKeyResults and
Measures This report contains current data along with trendsas available.

The contentsof this report are organized intofour sectionsz

Executive Summatry;

Using Performance Measures for Administration;
Review of Key Results and Measurgand

Data Details (Appendix).

hwONPE

The executivesummary first discussesthe impact of the COVID19 pandemicon the Major Criminal
active pending caseloadThis is followed by a review ofresults that are positiveand possible areas of
concern. A summaryof how performance measure are being usedoy court administration follows the
executive summary The resultsin this report present a barometer of the workof the Branchz an
overall picture of howthe courts aredoing at this point in time and over the last several years

Definitions of terms and more details of the data are included in the appendix, which begios page
50.
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BACKLOGOFMAJORCRIMINAL ACTIVE PENDING CASE

The Minnesota Judicial Brancland statewide court operationshave been impacted by the COVIR9
pandemic.Since fiscal year 2020 (FY20), théudicial Branchhasundertakennumerous efforts to

protect the health and safety of aurt customerswhile maintaining essential court operationsduring

the pandemic Such unprecedented effortgesulted in significant challenges toachievingsome ofthe
*OAEAEAT " OAT AEG6O OEI AT ETAOO ¢i Al 08

Clearance ratesmeasure whether a court is keeping p with its incoming caseloadA clearance rate of
100% means as many cases were disposed in a year as were newly filed. Major Criminal (felony and
gross misdemeanor) clearance ratedropped to record lowsin FY20(80%) and FY21(85%), which
resulted in an increasedactive (excludesdormant and on warrant) pendingcasdoad. The number of

active pending Major Criminal cases increased from 31,607 at the end of June 2019 to 49,882 at the
end of June 2021, a 58% increase in only twftscal years.

In July 2021, theMinnesotaJudicial Councilthe administrative policy-making authority for the Judicial
Branch, discussd strategies for reducingthe statewide Major Criminal backlog.The backlogis defined
asthe number of active pending cases above thimber when the pandemic started in March 2020.
The JudicialCouncilimplemented an aspirational goalin November 2021to eliminate the 13,628
backlogof Major Criminal casesand return to pre-pandemic pendinglevels by June 2023.

Following implementation of the goal,the Major Criminal backlog was reduced byearly 6,000 cases
over the course of the next year. Courts wereigbosing more criminal casesompared topre-
pandemic, statewide monthly clearancerates were mostly exceedng 100%, and many individual
counties successfullyeliminated their backlogs and returned to prepandemic levels.

Statewide Major Criminal Active Pending Caseload Trend as of 11/4/22

52,000

49,312

49,000

46,000

43,000

# cases actively pending
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POSITIVEPERFORMANCE MEASURE RESULB® GOAL

Access to Justice

The measire for this goal is the Access and Fairness Survey.

Percent of attorneys who Supreme| Court of
agree/strongly agree Court | Appeals

8§ TheSupreme Court and Court of Appeals
conducted their second Access and Fairness
Survey in June 2022. Both appellate attorneys
and district court judges responded to the
surveysfor each court.

8§ The highest agreement levels from attorneys
for both the Supreme Court and Court of
Appeals survey relate to courtesy and respect.

8 The highest agreement levels fronjudges
relatetoOEA ADPDAIT WwitébA AT O
decisions clearly stating theapplicable legal
principles governing the decision.

Timeliness

The Court treats attorneys
with courtesy and respect at
oral arguments and in its
written decisions.

87%

87%

Percent of judges who
agree/strongly agree

Supreme
Court

Court d
Appeals

The/ 2 dzNJi Q& & NA& {

Cl€ar® Btate the applicable
legal principles that govern th
decision.

89%

88%

This goal area has several measures to determine if courts are handling cases in a timely marger
Clearance Rateslime to Disposition, Age of Pending &es Length of Time to Permanencgylime to
Adoption, and Court of Appeals and&Supreme Courtcases within Time Standards.

8 A Clearance Rate df00% means as many cases were disposed in a
year as were newly filedDespite an increased focus on clearing
Major Criminal cases in FY22, Clearance Rates were maintained at

Clearance
Rates

or above 100% for amost all case groupsThe statewide Clearance | Major Crim 105%
Rate for all case groups combined was 101%dal is 100% or Major Civil 101%
above). Prob/MH 98%
Family 100%
8§ Major Criminal Clearance Rates have remained below 100% for Juvenile 101%
most o_f the past decade and c_iropped §|gn|f|f:a_ntly in FY20 and FY2Ljinor Civil 100%
due t0|m_pacts of_ the pa_ndemu_:TheMaJor Criminal Clearance Rate [, "~ 101%
of 105% in FY22isthe highest in 15 yeatrs.
State 101%
Statewide Major Criminal Clearance Rates — FY2008-FY2022 (15 Years)
115%
105%
105% 10-2% 102% 100% 101% — 99% ogy 100% 100% o5 7% -
L -’I
95% e \\92.%/'\.__-- 85/
85% \l% .
n
75% + T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
FYO8 FY09 FY10 FY1l FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 Fy22
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8§ As aresult ofa statewideClearance Rat@bove100% in FY22, he number ofMajor Criminal
cases actively pending (excludes dormant and on warranghowed the first yearover-year
decreasein five years. The number ofactively pending casesstatewide dropped 10% in Major

Criminal from FY21 to FYZ22.

Major Criminal Cases Actively Pending
>
g 60,000
8 (@] 0/‘\‘
© C
© S 40,000 . ‘/
o < =
2 8 20,000
o
#* 0
w18 w19 w20 w2t w2

§ Statewide Time to Disposition results
in FYZ22 met the timing objectivesfor
Dissolution (with and without child)
and Domestic Abuse casdggoal is 1%
or lower). Time to Disposition results
can be impacted by efforts to clear out
older cases. As courts work to reduce
backlogs and dispose aging cafads,
Time to Disposition results may
increaseacross case groups

99" Percentile

FY22 % Cases

Case Group Objective DisposedBeyond
(Months) 99" Percentile
Major Criminal 12 27%
Major Civil 24 2%
Dissolutions 24 1%
Domestic Abuse 4 1%
Juvenile Delinquency 6 16%
Minor Criminal 9 8%

8 InFY22, the Court of Appealfar exceeded the timing objective by disposing more than 75%
of Civil (93%), Juvenile Protection100%), and Juvenile Delinquency88%) cases within 290
days of filing. Across all Court of Appeals case categorie8% of cases disposed met the 365

day objective (goal is 90%).

Integrity and Accountability

The goal in this area is to ensure that the eleainic record system is accurate, complet@and timely.

8 The Judicial Branch created a Data Quality Team within State Court Administration that is
responsible for statewide document security, Court Administration Process (CAP) creation,
and CAP complianceSatewide monitoring, consistency ofpractices, and mandatory

compliance ensure that

customers have a
consistent experience
across the courts and
that the information 8
and data received is
accurate and complete.
Eighty-nine (89) new

published during FY2.

. >
and revised CAPs were | « % &

New and Revised Mandatory CAPs
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Fairness and Equity

Measures for this goal area includ@iror representativeness statements from the Access and Fairness
survey, and race data collection rates

8 Nearlyall 45,934 jurors who reported for servicein FY22 return ed the Juror Questionnaireand
completed race information (98%). Of all racial groups, American Indian and multiracial jurors
in the statewide FYZ2 jury pool most closely mirrored their share in the adultpopulation.

8§ The Access and Fairness surveshowed high levels of agreement among district court judges
for issues of fairness in both appellate courts.

Supreme| Court of

Percent of judges who agree/strongly agree Court | Appeals

The Court renders its decisiomgthout any

. o 79% 85%
improper outside influences.

The C_ourt adequately conslders each case base 89% 84%
upon its facts and the applicable law.

¢KS /2dNLIQa 6NAGGSY RS 0 0
FTIANI SOFf dz2t GAzy 27 akg °6% | 86%

8§ The minimum goal of having 80% of closed cases with race information recorded was
exceeded statewide for Major Criminal and Minor Criminal casén FY22despite challenges to
the race data collection process since the onset of the pandemic.

% of Closed Cases with Race Data,
Statewide, FY21

100% 88% 81%
80% ]

60%
40%
20%

0%

Major Criminal Minor Criminal

Strivefor Goal
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POSSIBLE AREAS OF CONCERN

The measures in this sectiorshow possible areas of concerryut do not necessarily reflect poor
performance.

Access to Justice

8§ Responses to the 2022 appellate courts Access and Fairness survey suggested affordability
continues to be an issue. Attorneys had the lowest agreement levels in both the 2015 and 2022

appellate Access and FaimesO OOAUO O1 OEA OOAOAI AT Oh O4EA EA]
#1 000T#1 OO0 T £  PPAAT O EO AL£EAEI OAAAT A &I O 1 EOEC

Timeliness

8 For the past five fiscal years, Clearance Rates Probate/Mental Health Clearance Rate
have remained below 100% for Probate/Mental [ =yv1g] Eyi9| Ey20] EY21| EY22
Health casesThis has resulted in an increase to 98% | 98% | 95% | 98% | 98%
the Probate/Mental Health pending caseload of
19% over the past five fiscal yearsThe rise was driven primarily by more Unsupervised
Administration and Guardianship/Conservatorshippending cases.

% of Children Reaching Permanency by 18 months

(goal is 99%) 8§ Statewide, he goal of having
o § 99% of children reach permanency by
£ 82% 80%  81% 18 monthswas not met inFY22. The
s g ¢ . —, % statewide result of 70% in FY2 wasthe
S8 ¥=———4 70% lowestin five fiscal yeass.

FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22

Statewide,timing objectives for Age of Pending cases were not met in FY&# any case group. The

percentageof Major Criminal
and Juvenile Delinquency % of Juv Deling and Major Crim Cases Pending Beyond 99th Percentile

i h (12 months for Maj Crim; 6 months for Juv Deling)
casespending beyond the 99 1%

percentile objectivewas 20%
and 16%(goal is 1% or
lower), respectively,as of
7/1/202 2. Larger
percentages of Major Criminal
and Juvenile Delinquency
cases pending over the timing
objectives could increase
Time to Disposition results 201302 901402 01502 501602 901702 501802 901902 02002 502102 92202
for these case groups in FY23. === Juvenile Delinquency Major Criminal

16%

% over 99th percentile

10
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Fairness and Equity

§ Statewide,Asian,Black, and Hispanic jurors in the FY2jury pool were under-represented
compared to their share in the adult population.

§ The minimum goal of having 80% of closed cases with race information recorded was not met
statewide for Juvenile Delinquency, JuvenilPetty and Traffic, or Juvenile CHIPS case types
andOEA OBOCEOCA Al 1T £ wnb T &£ Al T OAA akycesBA@Ppsx EOE O/
The decline in race data collection corresponds to significant changim the collection process
made necessay by remote hearings.

% of Closed Cases with Race Data, Statewide, FY22
VR I
65% 67%
60%
44%
40%
20%
0%
Major Crim Minor Crim  Juvenile Deling Juv Petty & Juvenile CHIPS
Traffic
Strive-for Goal

Quiality Court Workplace Environment

The measures for this goal area are Separation Rates and results of the Quality Court Workplace
survey.

8 There have been regular periods of increase in the separation rasince FY B, however, the
separation rate 0f14% in FY22 was the highest in ten fiscal yearsThe rise was driven by a
significant increase in the resignation ratén FY22 Statewide resignations doubledrom 5% in
FY21 to 10% in FY22.

Overall Separation Rates and Resignation Rates, Statewide FY13 to FY22

14%

10% 10% 9% 9%

9% 8%

0
79% 8%

10%

5% 5% 5% 5%

3% 3% 4% 4% 4%
FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22

—&— Separation Rate Resignation Rate
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USING PERFORMANCKMEASURES FOR ADMINISTRATION

8§ Reviews of performance measure results angresentedtwice per year to the Judicial Council.
The most recent written reports were submitted inMarch 2022 and oral reports are to be
given inNovember2022.

8§ Reviewing results d performance measureshas becomeroutine at bench meetings and within
court administration.

DISTRICTCOURT REVIEW RESULTS

In July 2021, the Judicial Coundiliscussed strategiesa decrease thenumber of newactively pending
Major Criminal casessince the start ofthe pandemic(backlog). The JudicialCouncil adopted an
aspirational goalin November 2021, that every district would reduce the growth irpending Major
Criminal casessince March 2020by 20% every four months through June 20280 return to pre-
pandemicpending levels.The reviews of performance measure results by district§rom the March
2022 written reports were directed to highlight progress made toward reducing the Major Criminal
backlogand successes upon implementation of distriespecific Major Criminal backlog plans

Specific example®f thesereviews include:

9 The 1st District began working to reduce their backlogn July 2021, before theaspirational
goal started in November, anguccessfully
reduced their Major Criminal backlogby over

650 cases (38% reductionpy February 2022 @dngoing regular communications between judges,
court administration, justice partners, and

The 2nd District prioritized Major Criminal attorneys on the pendi ng major criminal caseload
statistics and collaborative efforts to reduce the

caseloads by increasing the allocation of judicial b ; .
. . . L acklog have had the greatest impact .0

full-time equivalent (FTE) assigned to criminal 1%t District

cases andackfilled in other case types with

referees. Judges assigned to civil caseloads

picked up the equivalent of one FTE criminal

caseloadand one juvenile/family judge was assigned to all felony propety cases. This

reallocation of judicial FTEwas assigned through the biennium and begaim September

2021.

9 The 3d District surpassed the goabf reducing their Major Criminal backlogby 20% in the

first four months (24% reduction). In addition,

eECEO | £ QEdbunitekdedd E A O8 O wustice partner collaborations $ Q9S8 &
AAAAAAA OE A EGhathdirdih O U 5 Gurea@dt sActess and sustained improvement
time.The3dAEOOOEA O ante®id A € E Aldatiodyghere the court, prosecutors and
courtdor Gtand down eventsdand justice publicdefenders Wgrk well together antlj share

. . backlog reduction as a common gdal.

partner collaboration contributed to the

. . . 31 District
successes in several of their counties
9 The 4n District reduced their Major Criminalbacklogby nearly 500 cases (18%reduction)

in the first four months of the aspirational goaladopted by the Judicial CouncilSince
August 2021, thedistrict was disposing over 1,000Major Griminal cases per month, over

12
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half of which were felony level. The 4th District attributed success to regular progress
updates provided toCriminal Division administrative and judicial leadership, continued
focus on felony trials and additional judges andadministrative staff hired to focus on
Major Criminal cases

The 5t District exceeded the goal of reducing their Major Criminal backlog by 20% in the
first four months (37% reduction). The 5h District noted that its success®an be attributed
to hard work by judges and staff, focusing on and makinglajor Criminal cases a priority,
and cooperation of business partners in getting cases set for settlement and/or triél.

The 6h District disposed of over 300 cases that werelder than 365 days between

November 2021 and January 2022The 6h District noted the success oftand down events
District-x EAAh OEA OOAT A Al x1680 &£ AOCOAA 11 1 06AO
resolved by plea.

&Judges, court administratipand stakeholders

h Nictr _
In the ‘7" District, within two collaborated to prepare a county action plan to address tl

months of implc_ementing _SWEEP backlog. This allowed the local nuances of each county tc
(Seventh Working Effectively and addressed and develop a system that worked with theit
Efficiently Plan)in November 2021, court culture and availability of resourcés.

the district reduced its Major 7" District

Criminal backlogby over 140 cases
(11% reduction). The 7th district continued its progression and further reduced its
pandemic backlog by over 900 cases (28% reduction) by the end ainiliary 2022.

The 8h District exceededthe goal of reducing their Major Criminal backlog by 20% in the
first four months (32% reduction). The 8h District noted several measuresaken suchas
stand down eventsjncreasedcommunication efforts, new case managemenand
calendaring strategies, and stakeholder collaborationas contribut ors of its success

The 9th DIStI’ICf[ |ncr_eas_ed<_:oord|nat|on [é’he pandemic and the backlog reduction QQ
and cooperation with justice partners, specifically has required increased collaboration w
increasedmonitoring of caseloads, hired our criminal justice partners across the district.

. . Regular meetings with these groups are schedule:
temporary referees, utilized senior many counties in the district, where all present

judges, and modified calendarso reduce disciss the backlog goal and what steps need to

their Major Criminal backlog taken to achieve the objective. These meetings h.
strengthened these relationships which will be

_— - C reatly beneficial in the longerm for all these
The 10h District utilized senior judges sty Coumieség

referees and temporary staff toachieve a \ 9th District )
16% reduction in the Major Criminal
backlog within four months of the
aspirational goalsetby the Judicial CouncilThe 10h District noted that this approachnot
only impacted their Major Criminal pending caseload but dso allowedthem to maintain
pace in other case types and reduce stress on permanent staff and judges.

13
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Access to Justice

ACCESS TO JUSTICE

JudicialBranchPolicy 505 The Minnesota Judicial Branch will be open, affordable and understandable
to ensure access to justice.

Do participants perceive the courts to be accessible?

ACCESS AND FAIRNESSJRVEY

8§ TheSupreme Court and Court of Appeals conducted &tcess and Fairness Surveg June
2022. Each court had its own survey, with attorneys who practice appellate law and district
court judgeswho have had cases appealagsponding to them.The last Access and Fairness
survey for the appellate courtswascompleted in 2015.

8 Thenext district court Access and Fairness Survay scheduled forfall 2023. Three previous
rounds of the survey were completed in 2008, 2013, and 2019.

The Minnesota Supreme Court and Court of Appeals conducted ithsecondAccessand Fairness

Survey inJune2022. The first-ever Access and Fairness Survey for the appellate courts was conducted
in September 2015 The survey instruments were based on the Quality of Services Survey designed by
the National Center for State Courts. There were four versions of questiorires designed for the two
appellate courts with two sets of respondents, attorneys practicing appellate law and district court
judges.

Supreme Court Survey

1 There were298 responses from attorneys and3 from district court judges. This compares to
349 responses from attorneys and 98 from district court judges in 2015.

1 Over halfof the attorneys (57%) that responded to the surveyhave been practicing law for
more than 20years.

1 About half (51%) of the judgesthat respondedto the survey haveservedon the bench for
more than ten years

Consistent across surveyears, he highest levels of agreemerfrom attorneys were with statements
related to the Supreme Courtreating attorneyswith courtesy and respect; inforning attorneys of its

procedures, operations, and activitiesandclearly stating the applicable legaprinciples governing its

written decisions.

b - = ; | GXGKS 2LIAYAZRY
ercent of attorneys who agree/strongly agree and provide clear
The Court treats attorneys with courtesy and respe 90% 87% explanations for the court's
at oral arguments and in its written decisions. Ndz Ay3 FyR NBI
The Court's written decisiori@dearly state the o o
applicable legal principles that govern the decision 8% 82% Supreme Couflrvey
; - - Attorney Respondent
The Court effectively informs attorneys of its 83% 8206
procedures, operations, and activities. \_
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Since2015, statements related to afforébility and timeliness of theSupremeCourt consistently
received among the lowest levels of agreemerftom attorneys.

& h @ SinelSépteme Court's

Percent ofattorneyswho agree/strongly agree 2015 2022 performance is good. | believe
The fee to file a case in the Supreme Court is 419 500 opinions take too long, especially
affordable forlitigants. 0 0 when compared to the higher
The Minnesota Supreme Court resolves its case . . caseload of the district courts an
a timely manner. 52% | 58% the Court of ALILIS | £ & B¢

Supreme Court Survey Attorney
Respondent

Similar to 2015, the highest levels of agreemerdamongjudges
were with statementsrelated to the Supreme Courtlearly N

stating the applicable legal principles governing its written

decisions considering cases based uponthe facts and applicable lawandreflecting thoughtful and fair
evaluation of the parties' argumentsn its written decisions.

- Percent of judges who agree/strongly agree 2015 2022
dUsually we I.I thought The Court's written decisions clearly state the
out decision® € . o . 83% 89%
applicable legal principles that govern the decision
Supreme Court Survey TheCourt adequately considers each case based 80% 89%
JudgeRespondent upon its facts and the applicable law.
The Courts_ written deC|S|_on's reflect thoughtful and 81% 86%
™ fair evaluation of the parties' arguments.

Consistent across survey yeargidgesexpressed lower levels of agreement tetatements related to
timeliness and beinginform ed about relevantprocedures, operations, and activitie®f the Court

Percent of judges who agree/strongly agree 2015 2022
The Minnesota Supreme Court resolves its cases in a timg 38% 43%
manner.

The Court effectively informs trial court judges of its relevg 64% 59%

procedures, operations, and activities.

There wasvariation in agreementto the statements on theattorney and judgesurveysby the
following demographiccategories

1 Race/ethnicityz White attorneys reported higher agreementlevelsfor most statements
compared to attorneys who identified as Black, Indigenous, or other People of Color (BIPOC)
and attorneys who preferred not to share their race/ethnicity.

1 Genderz Attorneys and judges who identified as men had higher agreement levels compared to
attorneys and judges who identified as womerin addition, attorneys who shared their gender
on the survey reported higher agreementevels compared to attorneys whodid not to share
their gender.
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Court of Appeals Survey

1 There were 627 responses from attorneysrd 88 from district court judges. This compares to
772 responses from attorneys and 118 from district court judges in 2015.

1 Over half of the attorneys (54%) that responded to the survey have been practicing law for
more than 20 years.

1 Less than half (44%)of the judges that responded to the survey have been on the bench for
more than ten years.

In both survey years, the highest levels of agreement fromittorneys were with statements related to
the Court of Appeals treating attorneys with courtesy and respectesolving casedimely; and
informing attorneys of its procedures, operations, and activities

Percent of attorneys who agree/strongly agree d appreciated the courtesy
The Court treats attorneys with courtesy and respe 88% 87% and respect given to me by the
at oral arguments and in its written decisions. Courth ¢

Tr:_e Mlmnesota Court of Appeals resolves its cases 85% 85% Court of Appeals Survey
Gl AL UE o : AttorneyRespondent
TheCourt effectively informs attorneys of its 83% 82%

procedures, operations, and activities. \_"

A new statement was added to the Court of Appeals survey in 2022 related to the number of
precedential (published) opinions issued by the CourtAttorneys expressed lower levels of agreement
that the Court issues about the right number. In addition, thetatement related to affordability
received lower levels of agreementn both survey years

A do not believe that there
should be any unpublished
opinions. I think all opinions Percent of attorneys who agree/strongly agree 2015 2022
should be published ¢ The Court issues about the right number of
. . . NA 33%
’ | precedential (published) opinions.
Court of Appeals iurvey The fee to file @ase in the Court of Appeals is 47% 48%
AttorneyRespondent affordable for litigants.

—__~

Judges expressed higher levels of agreemernt both survey yearsthat the Court of Appeals clearly
statesthe applicable legal principles governing its written decisions; reflectthoughtful and fair
evaluation of the parties' arguments irits written decisions; and

resolves caseén atimely manner. dThe Court handlesst

voluminous case load in &

Percent of judges who agree/strongly agree 2015 2022 fair and on a timely basiz¢

The .Court‘s writter) dgcisions clearly state t.h.e 79% 88% Court of Appeals Survey

applicable legal principles that govern tHecision. JudgeRespondent

The Court; written deC|s!on's reflect thoughtful and 80% 86%

fair evaluation of the parties' arguments. \ ™

'I_'he Minnesota Court of Appeals resolves its cases 820 86%

timely manner.
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Like the attorneys, judgesreported lower levels of agreenent that the Courtof Appealsissues about
the right number of precedential opinions Similar to 2015, judges expressed lower levels of
agreementwith being informedi £ O E A relgvanDppoddil@es, operations, and activities.

Percent of judges who agree/strongly agree 2015 2022

The Qourt issues about the right number of precedential NA 41%
(published) opinions.

The Court effectively informs trial court judges ofrigevant
procedures, operations, and activities.

65% 55%

There was variation in agreement to the statements on the attorney and judge surveys by the
following demographic categories:

1 Race/ethnicityz White attorneys reported higher agreement leveldor all statements
compared to attorneys who identified as Black, Indigenous, or other People of Color (BIPOC)
and attorneys who preferred not to share their race/ethnicity.In contrast, BIPOC judges
reported higher agreement levels with most survey statements compared to White judges.

1 Genderz Attorneys who identified as men had higher agreement levef®or most ofthe
statementscompared to attorneys who identified as women. In addition, ttorneys who shared
their gender on the survey reported higher agreement levelsompared to attorneys whochose
not to share their gender

Attorneys were asked whether they participated remotely in an oral argument before the Supreme
Court or Court of Appeals

1 Twenty-three percent (23%) of attorneys participated remotelyin an oral argumentbefore the
Supreme Courtand 57% of attorneys participated remotely before the Court of Appeals

9 Of the attorneys that participated remotely in an oral argument before the appellate cowsit
over 90% were able to navigate and easily use the remote technology and at least 80% were
able to successfully complete their work.
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TIMELINESS

JudicialBranchPolicy 505 The Minnesota Judicial Branch will resolve cases amdntroversies in a
timely and expeditiousway without unnecessary delays.

Are trial courts handling cases in a timely manner?

FILING TRENDS

In order to put the timing measures into context, the following chart shows filing treds over the past
five fiscd years.Overall FY 22 filing countsincreased2% year-over-year from FY21 and decreased
30% compared toFY18. The only increase by category, from FY& to FY22 was Major Probate (+16%).
Juvenile cases (Delinquency an@HIPS/Permanency had the largestfive-year decrease with41%
fewer filings, followed by a34% decline inMinor Criminal and 21% decline in Mnor Civil cases

Filing counts represent the number of children on CHIPS/Permanency cases, the number of charges on
Minor Criminal cases, and the number of cases for all other case categories

% Changg % Change

Fy2to FYBto

Case Category FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY2 FY2
Serous Felony 1,319 1,357 1,490 1,550 1,563 1% 18%
Felony DWI 661 642 649 678 720 6% 9%
Other Felony 34,992 34,448 35,111 34,411 34,193 -1% -2%
Gross Misdemeanor DWI 14,200 14,079 13,011 11,541 13,317 15% -6%
Other Gross Misdemeanor 17,979 17,366 17,284 15,362| 15,102 -2% -16%
Major Criminal Total: 69,151 67,892 67,545 63,542| 64,895 2% -6%
Personal Injury 2,395 2,310 2,345 2,109 1,854 -12% -23%
Contract 6,790 7,113 8,852 6,786 6,942 2% 2%
Wrongful Death 137 137 104 105 112 7% -18%
Malpractice 76 67 96 103 93 -10% 22%
Property Damage 234 226 190 146 194 33% -17%
Condemnation 153 115 119 100 162 62% 6%
Conciliation Appeal 576 519 417 383 514 34% -11%
Harassment 11,955 11,727 11,294 12,047| 13,361 11% 12%
Employment 346 390 339 290 302 4% -13%
Other Civil 8,317 8,016 7,329 6,206 6,557 6% -21%
Major CivilTotal: 30,979 30,620 31,085 28,275| 30,091 6% -3%
Trust 388 363 337 366 279 -24% -28%
Supervised Administration 272 245 265 275 303 10% 11%
Unsupervised Administration 3,151 3,215 3,007 3,656 3,898 7% 24%
Special Administration 255 243 261 328 371 13% 45%
Informal Probate 3,264 3,466 3,514 4,001 4,110 3% 26%
Estate/Other Probate 1,082 1,047 1,076 1,120 1,301 16% 20%
Guardianship/Conservatorship 2,751 2,993 2,757 2,906 2,873 -1% 4%
Commitment 4,373 4,453 4,496 5,034 4,865 -3% 11%
Major Probate Total: 15,536 16,025 15,713 17,686 18,000 2% 16%
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% Changg % Change
FYZto FYBto

Category FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY2 FY2
Dissolution with Child 7,428 7,143 6,796 7,099 6,428 -9% -13%
Dissolution without Child 7,639 7,512 7,057 7,392 7,187 -3% -6%
Support 11,005 10,067 8,260 7,094 7,111 0% -35%
Adoption 1,721 1,788 1,547 1,570 1,653 5% -4%
Other Family 3,057 3,249 2,941 2,826 3,189 13% 4%
Domestic Abuse 10,819 10,586 10,094 10,010 9,871 -1% -9%
Major Family Total: 41,669 40,345 36,695 35,991| 35,439 2% -15%
Delinquency Felony 3,692 3,528 3,705 2,950 3,001 2% -19%
Delinquency Gross Misdemean 1,452 1,447 1,435 883 999 13% -31%
Delinquency Misdemeanor 10,922 9,363 8,752 5,456 5,682 1% -48%
Status Offense 3,500 3,369 2,562 1,105 1,320 19% -62%
Dependency/Neglect 6,863 6,037 5,480 4,505 4,304 -4% -37%
Permanency TPR 2,884 2,633 2,443 1,903 1,682 -12% -42%
Permanency Non TPR 1,254 1,105 1,076 987 927 -6% -26%
Truancy 1,773 1,800 1,104 647 1149 78% -35%
Runaway 193 119 123 104 77 -26% -60%
Major Juvenile Total: 32,533 29,401 26,680 18,540| 19,141 3% -41%
Unlawful Detainer 17,439 17,594 13,642 2,331 | 14,942 541% -14%
Implied Consent 3,922 3,971 3,344 3,024 3,396 12% -13%
Transcript Judgment 23,446 27,041 20,368 14,053| 19,739 40% -16%
Default Judgment 24,768 25,965 25,793 20,341| 19,281 -5% -22%
Conciliation 55,072 52,640 45,702 40,267 41,115 2% -25%
Minor Civil Total: 124,647 127,211| 108,849 80,016| 98,473 23% -21%
5th Degree Assault 12,784 12,128 12,544 11,515 11,350 -1% -11%
Other NonTraffic 110,633| 102,644| 101,999 82,519 72,292 -12% -35%
Misdemeanor DWI 19,463 19,735 17,048 14,155| 15,953 13% -18%
Other Traffic 579,148| 516,894| 454,572| 395,879| 398,338 1% -31%
Juvenile Traffic 6,410 5,713 4,884 4,801 4,809 0% -25%
Parking 359,026| 335,961| 245,547| 214,719| 218,698 2% -39%
Minor Criminal Total: 1,087,464 993,075 836,594| 723,588| 721,440 0% -34%
Grand Total: 1,401,979| 1,304,569| 1,123,161| 967,638| 987,479 2% -30%
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CLEARANCE RATES

8§ Thestatewide GearanceRate for all casegroups combined was101% (Goal = 100%or above)
in FY22.

8 Nearly allcase groups maintained Clearance Rates at or above 10094-Y22.

8§ Major Criminal caseshad the highestOearanceRate in FY22 at 105% while Probate/Mental
Health caseshad the lowest CearanceRate at98%.

Figure 2.1: Statewide Clearance Rates FY2018 7z FY2022

Case Clearance Rates A CearanceRate of 100% indicates a court is

Group FY18 | FY19 | FY20 | FY21 FY22 Hel=N.W.-¥>)=H C OP6 xleatarceRAatA OA O
Major Crim 95%| 97%| 80%| 85%| 105%| under 100% indicates a possible growing backlog.
Major Civil | 106%| 101%| 97%| 102%| 101%
Prob/MH 98%| 98%| 95%| 98%| 98%| !N FY22,d case groups except Probate/Mental
Health maintained Clearance Rates at or above

Fam”.y 99%| 99%] 101%) 100%) 100% 100%. FY22 QearanceRate results improved over
Juienile 97%| 103%| 91%| 123%| 101%| pEvp1 for Major Criminal and Minor Civilcase
Minor Civil | 99%| 99%) 97%| 99%)| 100%| groups.The largest improvementin Clearance
Minor Crim | 105%| 100%| 95%| 103%| 101%| Ratewas for the Major Criminalcase group which
State 104%| 99%| 95%| 1029| 101%| increased 20 percentage points from FYR

Figure 2.2: Overall (Excluding Minor Criminal) Clearance Rates FY2022 by District

7 : . oaEESESSSsssss—— | 0494
Figure 2.2 shows thanearly » 2 i —————— 18222
all districts maintained overall é g —— | 020
CearanceRates,excluding o 5 —— 1020
Minor Criminal, at or above State | C——— ] 0] %
100% in FY22 By district, 10 | L eeee—— | 1%
Clearance Rates werwithin 4 ———————————— ] ()1 %
6% of each otherandranged 1] —— | 00%>
from 98% in the 6t District to 9 S EEEE—— 100%
104% in the 7th District. 6 : — O8%5 .

75% 80% 85% 90% 95% 100% 105%

Clearance Rate

The graphs inFigure 2.3(next page) show statewideCearanceRates by case group for the past five
fiscal years.
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Figure 2.3: Statewide Clearance Rates FY2018 z FY2022, by Case Group
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Figure 2.4: Statewide Major Criminal Clearance Rates z FY2008-FY2022 (15 Years)
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Major Criminal Clearance Rates have remained below 100fdr most ofthe pastdecade and dropped
significantly in FY20 and FY21 due to impacts of the COVID pandemic. Thided to a backlog of

casesBetween FY12 and FY2D E A

I 0 ARO

I £ Qokdridbdddadesdaubldd fiohi C - A

approximately 25,000 cases taearly 50,000 casesln FY22, a statewide goal to reduce the Major
Criminal backlog was implemented, andsa result the Major Criminal Clearance Rate rose to 105%,

the highestit has beenin 15 years.

Figure 2.5: Statewide Active Pending Caseload, Major Cases FY2018 z FY2022

Figure 2.5 shows that the number of cases pending
in major case groups from FY&to FY22 declined

in CHIPS/Permanency(-40%), Family (7%), and
Juvenile Delinquency(-5%) cases

There has beena significant increase in the
number of pendingcases in Major Criminafrom
FY18 to FY22 (+47%). Due to impacts of the
pandemic, the number of pending cases spiked
from 31,607 at the end of June 2019 to 49,882 at
the end of June 2021, a 58% increase in lgrtwo
fiscal years.

Over the past five fiscal yeargending cases in
Major Civil have remainedsteady, increasing only
3% from FY18 to FYZ22. In contrast, Probate/
Mental Healthpending numbers increased19%
over the sameperiod.
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TIME TO DISPOSITION

§ Statewide,90% of all caseglisposedin FY22 were disposed within the 99" percentile time
objective (for cases with timing objectives)

§ Dissolution (with or without child) and Domestic Abuse cases met the timing objectives at the
99th percentile in FY22.

§ Major Ciiminal cases hadhe highestpercentagedisposed beyond the 99 percentile time
objective (27%). (Goal is 1% or lower.)

The Time to Disposition measure assesses the length of time it takes a court to process cases. This
measure takes into accounfsubtracts out) periods during which cases are dormanftTime to
Disposition results can be impacted by efforts to clear out ot cases. As courtsvork to reduce
backlogs and disposeaging caseload, Time to Disposition resultsmay increase

Figure 2.6: Statewide Time to Disposition Cases Disposed in MNCISFY2022

Case Beyond
Group 90th Percentile 97th Percentile 99th Percentile 99th Total
Avg
Obj Cases % Obj Cases | Cum %] Obj| Cases | Cum %| Cases % Cases | Days
Major
Criminal 4 ] 19392 | 285 | 6 9,858 43.0 12 | 20,599 734 | 18,109| 26.6 || 67,958 | 274

Major Civil 12 | 27,623 | 91.2 || 18 1,296 95.5 24 706 97.8 670 2.2 30,295 | 115
Dissolutions | 12 | 12,496 | 92.7 || 18 598 97.1 24 226 98.8 167 1.2 13,487 | 120
Domestic
Abuse 2 9,385 [ 955 || 3 218 97.7 4 108 98.8 121 1.2 9,832 14
JuvenileDel 5,763 | 60.9 1,698 78.9 6 486 84.0 1,509 | 16.0( 9,456 | 107
Minor Crim 3 | 335,419 80.0 | 6 | 33,932 | 88.1 9 17,356 | 92.3 || 32,445| 7.7 || 419,152| 90

w
[é)]

State Total 410,078| 74.5 47,600 [ 83.2 39,481| 90.4 | 53,021| 9.6 || 550,180 114
Obijectives are in monthdMinor Criminal counts are cases, rather than charges as on other case statistics.reports

As shown in Figure 2.6the Major Criminal categoryhad the highest percentge of cases disposed
beyondthe 99t percentile objectivein FY22 (27%) (goal is 1% or lower), followed by Juvenile
Delinquency(16%), while Dissolution and Domestic Abuseasesmet the goal for Time to Disposition.
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Figure 2.7: Percent of Cases Disposed Beyond the 99h Percentile Objective , FY2022, by
Case Group, by District

Figure 2.7 showshe percent of cases
disposed beyond the 99 percentile
by district and case grougor FY22.

% of Cases Disposed Beyond the 99th Percentile

Major | Major | Dissolu- | Dom | Juvenile |  Minor

District

. Criminal | Civil | tions | Abuse | Deling. | Criminal

L 29.5%| 24% 1.4% 11% 11.1% 1.7% There were variations among districts

2 315%  3.3%  1.4%  1.3%  7.6%  10.7%| . ; !

3 308% L15% ~ 04% L0% 211%  8.29| M Juvenile Delinquencythe 2

4 278% 23%  0.0%  L18% 2L4% 9.0 Districtdisposed of8% of cases

5 16.6% 18%  06% 04% 135% 279 Peyond the timing objectiveof six

6 232% 18%  03% 09% 18.7%  4.5%| Mmonthswhile the 3¢and4n Districts

7 243%  21%  12% 09% 209% 679 disposed of21% overthe time

8 19.8% 1.9%  05% 00% 15.3% 410, Oblective.

9 187% 25%  15% 09% 120%  51%| iatenide Dissolution (with of

10 BL5%  20%  22% 13% 138%  104%| o child) and Domestic Abuse
Total 26.6% 22% 12% 12% 160%  7.%| casesyere disposed within the 991

percentile objective. Severaldistricts performed better than the timing objectives for Dissolution and
Domestic Abuse casedo districts met the timing guidelinesfor Major Criminal, Major Civil, Juvenile
Delinquency, or Minor Criminal casedMajor Criminal cases disposed beyond2 months ranged from
17% (lower is better) in the 5t District to 32% in the 2nd and 10th Districts.

Figure 2.8: Percent of Cases Disposed Statewide Beyond 99th Percentile , FY2018-
FY2022, by CaseGroup

In FY22, the percentageof Major Dispositions Beyond 99th Percentile
Criminal cases disposed beyond 12 (Goal = 1% or lower)
months (27%) increased tothe 30%

highest level in five fiscal years. A

(Lower percent is better.)Juvenile 25% yd == Major Criminal

Delinquencycases disposed beyond / Minor Criminl

six months decreasedto 16% in 20%

FY22following afive-year high the / Juvenile
15% Delinquency

previous fiscal year (25%)
Domestic Abuse and Disdations

=@ \|ajor Civil
0, . .
remained steadyover the past five g1 -// S : = Dissolutions
years. Similarly, apart from FY19, 5% > Dom Abuse
2% or less of allMajor Civil cases % —a

were disposedbeyondthe 99 0% T . . : .

percentile objective every year FYis  Fyl9  Fv20 Frai  Fy22

since FYB.

% disposed over 99th Percentile
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In addition to looking at Time to Disposition by district, or by cas@roup, there is more variation when
looking at individual county results. Figure 2.9 illustrates county variation in Time to Disposition for

all levels of Juvenile Defiquency cases in FY2 It shows that the percent of cases disposed beyond the
6-month objective (99" percentile) ranged from 0% to 56%.

Figure 2.9: Percent of Delinquency Cases Disposed Beyond6 Months FY2022, by County
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The gatewide percent of all Delinquency
cases (Felony, Gross Misdemeanor, and
Misdemeanor) dispsed beyond the time
objective was 16.0%in FY22. Twenty-
three countieshad 20% or more of these
casesdisposedbeyond the 99" percentile
goalin FYZ2.

However, a small number oflispositions
can produce large variations in the percent
of cases that were disposed beyond the
timing objective. Numbers of Delimuency
dispositions in FY22 varied from eight
counties with fewer thanten dispositions

to Hennepin County with1,652
Delinquency dispositions.
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AGE OF PENDING CASES

§ Statewide, timing objectives for Age of Pending cases were not met in RXY@iming objectives
are the same as those used for Time to Disposition).

8§ Amongdistricts, the perceniageof all pending cases(excluding Minor Griminal) beyondthe
99th percentile rangedfrom 9% in the 8th District to 19% in the 3rd District (lower is better).

Figure 2.10: Statewide Age of Pending Casesas of 7/ 1/20 22

The statewide average fonon-Minor

90th %‘;ﬂ] AE‘;t/ae' Criminal case typespending beyond
Case Group | Percen- ' _ s the 99 percentile at the end of June
tle tile: TNCNCl 2022 rangedfrom 2% of Dissolutions
55% 20% Fo 20% of Major Criminal cases(Goal
Major Civil 80%|  88%| 93%|  7%| 8921| 'S 170 orlower.) Larger percentage of
- - Major Criminal, Domestic Abuse,
Dissolutions 88% 95% 98% 2% 4,500 Juvenile Delinquency, and/linor
Dom Abuse 70%| 79%| 83%| 1% 440 | criminal cases pendingver the
Juv Deling 63% 80% 84% 16% 2,853 timing objectives could increase Time
Minor Crim 59% 70% 77% 23%| 104,851| to Disposition resultsfor these case

groups in FY23.

Figure 2.11: Trend of Statewide % of Major Criminal and Juvenile Delinquency Cases
Pending Beyond 99t Percentile Time Objective

o ) ) L % of Cases Pending Beyond 99th Percentile
After climbing to its highest pointin (12 months for Maj Crim; 6 months for Juv Deling)
nine fiscal yearsat the end of FY21,

resultsfor Major Criminal and Juvenile
Delinquencycases pending begnd the
timing objectives showed some
improvement by the end ofFY22

(lower number is better). The increased
number of cases pendindeyond the
timing objectivesleading up to the end gy, 8%
of FY21is reflective of significantly
lower clearancerates for Major 201302 901402 901502 901602 901702 901802 701902 702002 02102 02202
Criminal cases in FY2@1 and Juvenile
Delinquencycases in FY20due to et Juvenile Delinquenoy=e==Major Criminal
impacts of the pandemic.

24%

20%

20%

8% 16%

% over 99th percentile

9%
&% 6w 7% 8%
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Timeliness

Figure 2.12: Trends in District Age of Pending CasesPast 99t Percentile , All Case

Groups except Minor Criminal
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% Cases Pending Beyond 99th Percentile

Within statewide and district results,

is shown in the Age of Pending céll
Major Criminal cases pendig as of
7/1/202 2.

Statewide,20% of these cases were
pending beyond the 99 percentile at
the end of FY2. Across counties, the
percent of Major Criminal cases
pending beyond one year ranged
from 0% to 39%. The largest number
of these cases pending as of

7/ 1/202 2 wasin Hennepin County
which hadover 9,000 Major Criminal
cases pending23% pending beyond
one yeatr.

The overallresults of Age of Pending caseat the end ofF Y2
(excluding Minor Criminal) varied from 9% of cases pending
beyond the 99 percentile timing objectivesin the 8th District
to 19% of casesheyond thetiming objectivesin the 3rd
District.

All district s haveimproved results in overall Age of Pending
casesat the end ofFY2 compared tothe end ofFY21(lower =
better). However, at the end of FY22all districts hadthe
secondhighest percentage of casegending beyond the99th
percentile timing objectivesin five years(higher numbers =
worse).

Figure 2.13: Percent of All Major Criminal Cases
Pending beyond 12 months
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Timeliness

LENGTH OF TIME TO PERMANENCAND ADOPTION

§ During FY2,70% of the children who reached permanency did safter being out of home for
18 months orless(acrossall types of CHIPSPermanencycases) (Goalis 99% in 18 months.)

8§ The objective of having 60% of children reach adoption within 24 months of removal from the
home is considered a @spirational C | Ar F&22, 33% of children statewide were adopted
within 24 months. District numbers ranged from a high of56% of children who reached
adoption by 24 monthsdown to 17%.

aLd Aa i KAdiciaBtanchthat javEnilel
LINRE G§SOGA2Yy O iaboafotmadcd S ~ . A s e . ~ s T,
with state and federal requirements with the goal oA T £ OEA (; I Al O I £ O E(QJ|)|# EEI AO.
of seL\(ing thfe besttilnterezts of childrenhby f for children removed from a custodial parent to have
providing safe, stable, and permanent homes for e S . .
abused and neglected children. permanency and stability in their Ilvmg situation. 'I_'he
Length of Time to Permanencynd Time to Adoption

X Jjudges accept shared responsibility for reports assist courts in determinirg the length of time it
monitoring and improving performance on federal . . .
and judicial branch child welfare measures and ai takes, over the livesof children, to prowde permanency
encouraged to develop and implement local plans to thosewho are removed from home.
2 AYLNROS adzOK LISNF2N

Judicial Council Policy 60

Figure 2.14: Length of Time for Children to Reach Permanency in FY2022, by District

Figure 2.14 shows that, statewide,the goals

. . % reaching Cum % Cum % Total
of having 50% of children reach District | perm by6 |reaching pernjreaching pernmNumber
permanency by 6 months, 90% by 12 months | by 12 monthg by 18 monthg Children
months and 99% by 18 monthswvere not 1 18% 49% 75% 262
met during FY22. 2 19% 34% 59% 206

3 16% 52% 80% 311
There was variation among districts for the 4 19% 34% 54% 680
percentageof children who reached 5 220 51% 78% 322
permanency within 18 months (goal is 99%). 6 6% 18% 47% 240
The rangewas from 47% in the 6th District to 7 26% 55% 79% 439
85% in the 8t District. The number of 8 24% 58% 85% 265
children who reached permanency was 9 25% 49% 76% 475
highest in the 4h District (680) and lowest in 10 18% 43% 74% 389
the 2nd District (206) with 3,589 children, State 20% 44% 70% 3,589
statewide,who reachedpermanency in Goal 50% 90% 99%

FY22.

1The Minnesota Judicial Council approved revisions tdudicial Council Policy 505.lamending the definition of
OPAOI AT AT AU | OAAOGS /fHiafre MeAshied Gidl omé vibits B ErotecvOsEbervision
with the custodial parent are no longer considered permanency. These amendments were based on a
recommendation from the CJI Lead Judges Workgroup to make the definition more consistent with the
permanency dispositions found in Minn. Stat. § 260C.515.
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Timeliness

Figure 2.15: Five Year Trend, Children Reaching Permanency by 18 months , by District

% of children reaching permanency by 18 months

(goal is 99%), FY 2018 to FY2022

District |FY18 % |FY19 % |[FY20% |FY21% |FY22%

1 90 86 90 74 75

2 78 66 64 59 59

3 88 91 94 84 80

4 67 67 61 57 54

5 91 87 90 89 78

6 74 66 76 59 47

I 92 89 86 80 79

8 94 96 93 95 85

9 83 89 91 88 76

10 87 88 87 81 74

State 82% 80% 81% 75% 70%

# children 5,105 | 4,962 | 4,132 | 4,136 | 3,589

The number of children with a CHIPS or Permanency case filed
decreased F% overthe past five fiscal years. There has been a
consistent downward trend in the number of children with filings over

the past fve fiscal years.

While the definitionT £ OPAOI AT ddsA U
amended in FY22 (seéootnote on page 28) to

no longer considertrial home visits and

protective supervision with the custodial

parent aspermanency, FY20182021 results

usethe previous definition.

Over the past five fiscal years, the goal of 99%
of children reaching permanency by 18 months
was not met by the state orany individual
district, although several districts hadresults
above 90% Statewick,the current FY22 result
of 70% of children reaching permanency within
18 monthsis the lowestin the past five fiscal
years.

# Children
with CHIPS/
Perm Filing

Fiscal
Year

FY18 10,988
FY19 9,769
FY20 9,005
Fya 7,394
FY2 6,909

Figure 2.16: Length of Time for Children to Reach Adoption , FY2022, by District

Total % of Child ren Reaching Adoption in FY202 2
within 24 Months of Removal from Home (Goal60%)

80% -

70% -

56%
60% -

50%
Vg 45%

o
42% 38%

40% - 37%
30%

30% - 26%

20%
17%

(AN

20% -

10% -

0%

33%

1 BT 5 89 5 (108 5 (198) 5 E3) ¢ (65) 4 (138 g BN g159) 4o \C%ez\ate N

District (Total Num Children Adopted)

The Judicial Council set aaspirational
objective that 60% of all children who are
under State Guardianship should reach
adoption within 24 months from the original
removal from the home.This measure starts
when a child isremoved from the home to
being under state guardianship, and then the
time it takes from the guardianship order to
adoption. The two sets of time are added
together to get the total Length of Time to
Adoption.

One third (33%) of the 977 children under
State Guardianshipadopted in FY22 reached
adoption within 24 months of removal from
home (goal is 60%). No districts metthe goal;
however, the 8h District camewithin 4%
(56%). District srangedfrom 17% to 56% of

children reaching adoption within two years.
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Figure 2.17: Percent of Children Adopted by 24 Months, Statewide, FY2018 7z FY2022

0 . :
Year % Adopted by| Total # Children The 3_3/0 of children who reache(jadoptlon by 24 months
Adoption | 24 Months Reaching of being out of home inFY22 declinedfrom FY21 andis
Finalized | (Goal is 60%)|  Adoption the lowestresult in five fiscal years(higher numbers
FY018 50% 978 generally arebetter) as is shown in Figure 27.

FY019 47% 1,226 _ _

F\2020 7% 950 The number of childrenwho reachedadoption fluctuated
FY2021 38% 989 in fiscal years 2019 and 2020, otherwiseemaining

FY202 33% 977 relatively unchangedin fiscal years2018, 2021, and 2022.

The automated Time toAdoption for Children Under State Guardianshipeport shows details for each
child with the time to adoption broken into the time from removal from home to the guardianship
order and then the time from guardianship order to adoption order.Figure 218 below shows that
there was variation among districtsin these two phases

Figure 2.18: Average Number Days to Adoption, by Phase, by District, FY2022

One districthad an average number of days per child to reach adoptidhat was below the 24-month
time objective (730 days).
(Lower numbers aregenerally a

- Time to Adoption, Goal = 730 Days or fewer (24months)
more positive result.)

The statewide average number of

5 1344

days from removal from the g 1158
home to guardianship order(441 | 2 964 981 Avg Days
averagedays to permanency e g5q 884 887 | Guardianshil
comprised 45% of the total time | 2 L,y 779 797 816 622 ;’(;deft'_to

. optuon
to adoption, and 55% wasthe - 410 540 P
time from the guardianship order | < 433 386 425 485 449 463

i T
to adoption (540 days). E 393 Avg Days to

Permanency

The variation in Time to e
Adoption by district was from ,o 346 410 391 369 435 424 554 441 464
727 days in the8t District to &
1,346 days in the2nd District.

8 3 9 10 5 7 1 6 State 4 2
District
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COURT OF APPEALS DISPOSITIONS WITHIN TIME STANDARDS

Timeliness

4EA #1 60O

(=

| DPAATI O EAO AAI POAA OEA

T AOEAAIT

measures cases from beginning (filing) to end (disposition). The goadse to have 75% of cases
disposed within 290 days of filing and 90% disposed within 365 days of filing for all case types.

8 InFY22, the Court of Appeals disposed of 93% of civil cases, 100% of juvespifetection cases,
and 88% of juveniledelinquency case within 290 days, far exceeding the ABA standard of
disposing of 75% of cases in 290 days. The court disposed of 66% of criminal cases in 290
days, up from 44% in FY21. The lower casdisposition rate in criminal cases continues to be
driven largely by transcript-processing timelines.

Figure 2.19: Percent of Court of Appeals Cases Disposed Within 290 Days of Filing,

FY2020-FY2022

Court of Appeals Percentage of Cases Disposed Within 290 Days of Filing

From Filing to Disposition Goal = 75% of Cases

FY2022 FY2021 FY2020
% of cases % of cases % of cases
meeting meeting meeting
Civil # Cases objective # Cases objective # Cases objective
GeneralCivil 539 90% 534 80% 592 88%
Unemployment 122 94% 64 83% 77 92%
Family 201 99% 200 97% 191 100%
Other 88 100% 60 98% 97 100%
Total Civil 950 93% 858 86% 957 92%
Criminal
Criminal 543 66% 702 44% 892 52%
Juvenile
Prot ection
Protection 87 100% 61 100% 87 99%
Juv. Delinquency
Delinquency 17 88% 18 94% 15 100%
Total Cases* 1597 84% 1,639 68% 1,951 74%

* For purposes of calculating case clearance rates, latfled related cases, which are consolidated for

"AO

decision purposes, are not included in thisotal. As a result, the actual number of cases disposed by the
AT 000 EO EEGCEAO OEAT OEA 041 OA1 #AOAOO6 OEI x1 8
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Timeliness

8§ The Court of Appeals disposed of 98% of all cases within 365 days of case filing, substantially
better than the ABA standard of disposing of 9% of cases within that time period. The court
far exceeded the standard for most case types. For criminal cases, the court was able to dispose
of 95% of cases within 365 days, thereby exceeding the ABA standard despite the longer
criminal -transcript timeli nes.

Figure 2.20: Percent of Court of Appeals Cases Disposed Within 365 Days of Filing,
FY2020-FY2022

Court of Appeals Percentage of Cases Disposed Within 365 Days of Filing

From Filing to Disposition Goal = 90% of Cases

FY2022 FY2021 FY2020
% of cases % of cases % of cases
meeting meeting meeting
Civil # Cases objective # Cases objective # Cases objective
GeneralCivil 539 98% 534 96% 592 98%
Unemployment 122 100% 64 100% 77 100%
Family 201 100% 200 100% 191 100%
Other 88 100% 60 98% 97 100%
Total Civil 950 99% 858 97% 957 99%
Criminal
Criminal 543 95% 702 78% 892 88%
Juvenile Protection
Protection 87 100% 61 100% 87 100%
Juv. Delinquency
Delinquency 17 94% 18 100% 15 100%
Total Cases* 1597 98% 1,639 89% 1,951 94%

* For purposes of calculating case clearance rates, latfiled related cases, which are consolidated for
decision purposes, are not included in this total. As a result, ttaetual number of cases disposed by the
AT OO0 EO EECEAO OEAT OEA 0471 OA1 #AOAOO6 OEIT x1 8
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Timeliness

SUPREME COURT DISPOSITIONS WITHIN TIME STANDARDS

8§ The Supreme Court adopted revised timing objectives in January 2015 that wesHective April
1, 2015

8§ Generally, the Supreme Court performance measure results are consistent with those of
previous fiscal years.

The Supreme Court first approved timing olgctives, or case dispositional goals, in March 2007. The
case categories, casprocessing points of measurement, and timing objectives to complete certain
events in thelife cycle of an appeal, were taken generally from standards adopted by the AmericanrBa
Association in 1994. The adopted timing objectives were considered aspirational but achievable.

In 2014, the Supreme Courstudied its timing objectives in light of recommendations by the National

Center for State Courts for model time standards for agtlate courts. The Supreme Court also

AT OEAAOAA OEA OEIi A OOAT AAOAO AAT POAA AU 1T OEAO 060
Based on its study, the Supreme Court revised its timing objectives by reducing the number of case
processing events to which the standards app| reducing the time allotted for disposition of an appeal,

and reducing the percentage of cases (from 10% to 5%) that are not subject to a time standard

j O" AUiTA wuOE DPAOAAT OEI A6 ET OEA OAAI AQqs 4EA 30PO
Januay 2015 that were effective April 1, 2015.

$AOA OEI x1 ET &ECOOA ¢8c¢p 11 OEA 1TA@O PACA EAAT OE
(1) the case type or jurisdiction (discretionary; expedited); (2) the casgrocessing event (PFR to

disposition; submission to circulation; submission to disposition); and (3) the timing objective to

AT i pl AOGA OEA AOAT O j O$8AUOGO6 ET OEA OAAI AQs

O#AOAO 30AT EOOBRA* 6D ghcqemngpgIcmngeqd OADPOAOGAT 6O O
oral calendar during that period of time.

00&2 AEEIET cCo OADPOAOGAT 60 Al 1l bAQESEP2DOFYRI2N) OAOEAX
O$AUO0G6 ET OEA OAAI A 7o &f Gafdz © Com@BDefedhe A 008 O C1 Al
O#AOAOGS ET OEA OAAIT A s&iaxamédt ddtimbdgobjéchvA (nimbdr éf dags) in £ A A
the time period.

Opd ET OEA OAAT A OADOAOGAT 66 OEA PAOAAT OACA 1T &£ AAO
objective (number of days).

041 OAT 7! OAO806 OADPOAOAT Cubitt€d BrAPFRS filédl Anithe in@ peliddthatT £ AAOA
completed the specific casgrocessing event by October 14, 2022, and the average number of days to

do so.
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Figure 2.21: Supreme Court Timing Standards, Fiscal Year 2022

Timeliness

Performance Report: Cases Submitted July 1, 2021

Supreme Court

Time Standards
-June 30, 2022 (FY2022)

Beyond 9 5% Total/
Case Type: Event 75" Percentile 95" Percentile y .
Percentile Aver.
Days | Cases % Days | Cases % Days | Cases % Cases | Aver

All case types:  submission |5 | 30 | 4106 | 75 | 55 | 66% | NIA | 28 | 34% | 83 | 68
to circulation of majority
All case types: submission 120 | 40 | 555% | 180 | 58 | 805% | NJ/A | 14 |19% | 72 | 131
to disposition
Discretionary : PFR filing 50 | 206 | 46% | 60 | 373 | 83% | NI/A | 76 | 17% | 449 | 51
to disposition
Expedited ( TPR, Ado o5 | 15 | 9490 | 25 | 15 | 94% | NA | 1 | 6% | 16 | 23
PFR filing to disposition
Expedited ( TPR, Ad o
submission to circulation 20 1 100% 30 1 100% | N/A N/A N/A 1 16
of majority
Expedited ( TPR, Adq .5 | \a | wa | 60 1 | 100% | NIA | N/A | N/A 1 50
submission to  disposition
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Integrity and Accountability

INTEGRITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY

JudicialBranchPolicy 505 The Minnesota Judicial Branch wilensure the integrity and accountability
of its performance by maintaining a record system that is accurate, complete and timely

Is the electronic record system accurate, complete and timely?

DATA QUALITYAND DOCUMENT SECURITY

The Data Quality (DQ) Team is part of the Court Services Divisiom
the State Court AT ET E OO O A JlhisQdard was ¢raieditd

08) O 8 EO tkeBknesotal EAU | £

define (_Jlata qualiFy_standards, identify data qual_ity issues, and Judicial Branch that to ensure
determine when it is necessary to develop and implement standard accurate, complete and uniform access
business processes statewide. A focus on safety, public interest, {o court records, and o ensure

” . ; 3 ) compliance with all applicable laws
statute ard rule implementation, and court information provides a for the access of court records, the

foundation for the ongoing operational activities of the Data Quality Qﬁ;ﬁggﬁ;}‘/’;ﬁ Zg‘ifrﬁgr:fgggﬂf;

Team. and classification procedures,

provisions and Court Administration | ‘
During the past year, the focus continuetb ensure appropriate 001 AAOOAC j#!100q A0 ADDI
access to court documents to justice partners and the publias well Judicial Council Policy 505.%

as focusing on streamlining current DQ reports. The DQ Team Data Quality and Integrity
launched the DQ Portal, a Power Bl report, that effectively and

aesthetically presents all weekly DQ reports to users in one area. Additionally, the D@am reviewed
current reports to ensure local level review was still necessary. Many reports were retired from
weekly local review and are now monitored annually by the DQ Team.

The DQ Team, which is responsible for routine statewide monitoring of all data quality performance,
continued to identify and address statewide trends and worked with the Education Team and the
Coordinator Team to develop new training for judges and staff to increase comprehension of the
nuances associated with data quality.

Mandatory Court Administration ProcessegCAPs) and compliance monitoring of these mandatory
processes is another data quality focus. Each CAP is drafted with input and testing from local court
administration representatives, as well as state court administration members, including
representatives fromthe Legal Counsel DivisionEighty-nine (89) new and revised CAPs were
published during FY2. Upon publication of each CAP, the processes become mandatory and must be
followed statewide.

Each fiscal year, an updated CAPs Compliance Monitoring Piakeveloped and approved by a

statewide committee. The plan details what processes the DQ Team will monitor for compliance, as

xAl1T AO xEAO 11T AAl Al 6000 Arkdaf@ihgEdnpi@nkentonitbriog Th@ A ODT 1T O
monitoring of mandatory processes resulted in an increase in CAPs compliance and has allowed the

unit to determine and address if more technology, trainingand/or process revisions are necessary.
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Integrity and Accountability

Figure 3.1: Total Mandatory Court Administrati on Process (CAPs),FY2022

Statewide data quality
monitoring, mandatory
CAPs, and compliance
tracking ensure customers
have a consistent
experience throughout the
courts and that the
information and data
received is accurate,
complete, and timely.

New and Revised Mandatory CAPs
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Excellence

EXCELLENCE

JudicialBranchPolicy 505 The Minnesota Judicial Branch will achieve excellence in the resolution of

cases by making decisions that are fair, reasoned, understandable, and that resolve the controversy at
issue.

Do participants u nderstand the orders given by the Court?

ACCESS AND FAIRNESS SURVEY

8§ The most recentdistrict court Access and Fairness Surveys were completed between
December 2018 and March 2019. Statewide, 6,052 courthouse visitors submitted survey
responses.The next district court Access and Fairness Survey is scheduled fal 2023.

8§ Statewide, the mean score fothe excellence statement in the Fairness section of the survey
was 4.2, the same as it was in the 2008 and 2013 surveys. In 2019, 81% of all respondents
agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, which is the highest level of agreement within
the Fairness section.

The measure for the Excellence goal is the final statement in the Fairness section of the Access and
&AEOT AOGO 3000AUgd O) ETTx xEAO O1 Al 1TA@d EIT 1T U AA
OAOPI T AAT OO0 xEI ANOADOGEATODAEHR OI OOBAPAAO ET A£O011
Overall, eighty-one percent (81%) d respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the statement.

Complete results for the 2019 Access and Fairness survey are available to members of the Judicia
Branch on CourtNet.

Figure 4.1: Access and Fairness Survey Responses to Excellence Question 2019

Excellence \

Strongly Strongly Agree or
Di Disagree | Neither | Agree Strongly | Mean (N)
isagree Agree
Agree
Q | Iknow what to do 4% 3% | 12% | 36% | 45% | 81% | 42 |3024
15 | next about my case.
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Fairness and Equity

FAIRNESS ANCEQUITY

JudicialBranchPolicy 505 The Minnesota Judicial Branch will provide due process and equal
protection of the law, andwill ensure that individuals called for jury duty are representative of the
population from which the jury is drawn.

Do participants perceive they were treated fairly, listened to and are they satisfied with
OEA #1 00060 AAAEOEIT e

ACCESS ANPBPAIRNESS SURVEY

8§ The Supreme Court and Court of Appeals conductékir secondAccess and Fairness Survey in
June 2022 The most recent district court Access and Fairness Surveys werengpleted in
2019. The nextdistrict court Access and Fairnessi8vey is scheduled for &ll 2023.

8 The Access and Fairness survey for appellate courts found district court judges with high levels
of agreement for issues of fairness for both appellate courts.

8 The Fairness section of the 2019 district court Access & Fairness Survey had 78% or more
respondents who agreed or strongly agreed with each statement in the section.

There wereover 600 attorney responses to the Court of Appeals Access and Fairness yrand88
judgeresponses The Supreme Court survey received nearly0B attorney responses anb3 judge
responses. Several of the statements in the survey relate to questions of fairness and equity as shown
in the following table. District court judges had high levels of agreement for issues of fairnesa both

the Supreme Court and Court of Appeals surveys.

Figure 5.1: Selected Results, Supreme Court, Court of Appeals 2022 Access and Fairness
Survey

Supreme Court  Court of Appeals

Percent of respondents who agree or strongly agree

Attorneys Judges Attorneys Judges

The Court renders its decisions without amproper outside 68% 79% 73% 85%
influences.

The Coqrt adequately considers each case based upon its fact 73% 899% 67% 84%
the applicable law.

¢KS /2dNIQa sNAGGSY RSOAaA2Y 0 0 0 0
2F GKS LI NHASAQ | NBdYSydaod 75% | 86% | 65% | 86%

A have a tremendous respect for our appellate court judges.

Althoughl do not always agree with each, their opinions do ng
reflect a personal animus but rather are based on rational
interpretations of the law and fack¥d'm particularly proud that

politics nor personal political views play a role in their decision!

Court of Appeals Judgurvey Respondent
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Fairness and Equity

The Fairness Section of thelistrict court Access and Fairness survey was targeted to respondents
xET AT OxAOAA O9AGCHS DA WER ARAMOOEHT TAI 10 T £ A E
Complete results from the survey are available oil€ourtNet.

Statewide, over threequarters (78%) or more of all respondents agreed or strongly agreed with
all statements in the Fairness Section asoted in Figure 52.

Figure 5.2: Fairness Section Responses Statewide 2019

%
% %
: . 9 % % Strong|
Q# Fairness Section Strongly| . 0 0 Strongly PMearz N
) DisagreeNeutral Agree Agree/
Disagre Agree
Agree
14 'e:’gzs leeitee N SEMS 66 GVENENE | gy 3% | 11% | 37% | 45% | 81% | 4.1 |3,146
15 |l know what to do next about my case.| 4% 3% 12% | 36% | 45% 81% 4.2 13,024
1 (The judge listened to my side of the 5% 3% | 15% |35% | 43% | 78% | 4.1 |2,888
story before making a decision.
The judge had the information
13 |necessary to makegood decisions 5% 4% 14% | 36% | 42% 78% 4.1 13,001
about my case.
11 |The way my case was handled was faj 6% 3% 13% | 36% | 41% 78% | 4.0 |3,126
Fairness Index Score3 82

2 The National Center for State CourttNCSC)¥ramework for mean scores is#.1 or higher = Doing a good job; 3.5 to 4.0 =
Doing OK 3.4 or lower= Needs improvement

3 Index scores are an overall sire for a grouping of statements; also referred to as index categories or sections.
They can be calculated at the county, district or other levels. If there are 5 statements in a section with responses
on a 15 point scale, the index is calculated by summg the means (average) for each question in the section
which brings the total maximum score to 25 (5 questions x 5 points maximum each). This score is then

multiplied by 4 to place it on a 100point scale. For a grouping of 10 statements, the total maxim score is 50,

so the multiplier is 2.
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Fairness and Equity

FAIRNESS AND EQUITY, CONTINUED

Are jurors representative of our communities?

JURYPOOLS

§ Of all racial groups, American Indian and multiracial jurors in the statewide FY22 jury pool
most closely mirror their share in the adult population. Black, Asian, and Hispanic jurors in the
FY22 jury pool ae underrepresented compared to their share in the adult population,
statewide and to varying degrees at the district level.

§ Female jurors in the FY22 jury pool are slightly overepresented compared to their share in o
the adult population, statewideandOi OAOUET ¢ AACOAAO ET 1100 AEOC

Jurors are asked to report their race, ethnicity, and gender on the Juror Questionnaire, which is sent to
all summoned jurors to determine qualification for jury service. This demographic reqrting is

optional, so the share of jurors without this information is noted throughout this section.

Demographics are tracked in and reported out of the statewide jury management system.

Juror demographics are compared to adult population demographicsdm the most recent Census
Population Estimatest Census Population Estimates are released annually; the most recent estimates
reflect the population on July 12021. Due to limitations in available age disaggregations, the adult
population figures used hee reflect the population age 20 and older, not age 18 and older. This
comparison does not account for the fact that not all adult residents meet the qualifications for jury
service5 However, reliable data on the juryeligible population are not availabk.

Figure 53, below,shows the total number of residents who reported for jury service irFY22 Jurors
who report for service were already found to be qualified and available for jury service based on their
responses on the Juror Questionnaire; most butoh all jurors who report will be involved in a further
selection process (voir dire) for service on a specific case.

Figure 5.3: Number of Jurors who Reported for Service in FY2022

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th gth gth 10th
District |District |District |District |District |District |District |District |District | District

| Jurors 45,934 5,235 5,490 3,599 9,708 2,060 2,990 6,008 2,246 2,657 5,941

Minnesota

Figure 54, next page, shows juror race and ethnicity data compared to adult population estimates.
Statewide, race and ethnicity data were unspecified for just 1.7% of jurors; those jurors are not
included in these percentages. Results vary by district, but statewagthe representation of American
Indian and multiracial jurors in the pool most closely match their representation in the adult
population. In all districts, white, nonHispanic jurors are overrepresented compared to their
representation in the adult population. Corresponding underrepresentation of Black or African

4# A1 000 01 POI AGET T %OOEI AOCAO AOA AOGAEIT AAT A 11 OEA #A1 OC
https://www.census.gov/programs -surveys/popest.html.

5 The qualifications for jury service are listed on the Minnesota Judicial Branch public website at this URL:
https://www.mncourts.gov/Jurors.aspx , and include: U.S. citizenship, English language skills, and the restoration

of civil rights among those previously convicted of a felony, among other qualifications.
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Fairness and Equity

American, Asian or Pacific Islander, and Hispanic jurors is seen statewide and to varying degrees at the
district level.

Figure 5.4: FY2022 Juror Race and Ethnicity Compared to 2021 Adult Population

American Asian or Black or
Indian or Pacific African Hispanic* Multiracial White
Alaska Native Islander American
st | 22 | g | Y22 | agu | P22 | i | 22 | gt | 122 | g | Y22
Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop.
Minnesota | 0.9% | 0.8% | 5.0% | 3.5% | 6.1% | 2.7% 4.7% 29% | 1.5% | 1.6% | 81.9% | 88.5%
1st District 0.5% 0.6% | 4.7% 3.1% 4.9% 2.6% 5.5% 3.2% 1.3% 1.9% | 83.2% | 88.6%
2nd District 0.5% 0.4% | 13.6% | 11.2% | 11.0% | 6.0% 6.4% 4.5% 2.1% 2.3% | 66.4% | 75.6%
31 District 0.3% 0.5% 3.6% 1.8% 3.6% 1.4% 5.1% 3.8% 1.0% 0.7% | 86.4% | 91.8%
4t District 0.6% 0.4% 7.2% 53% | 11.7% | 5.9% 5.7% 3.7% 2.0% 2.1% | 72.8% | 82.6%
5t District 0.6% 0.9% 2.3% 1.1% 2.2% 0.8% 6.3% 3.4% 0.9% 1.0% | 87.8% | 92.8%
6! District 2.4% 1.5% 1.0% 0.5% 1.4% 0.2% 1.5% 1.0% 1.6% 1.6% | 92.0% | 95.2%
7t District 1.1% 0.9% 1.3% 0.7% 3.3% 0.5% 2.7% 1.5% 1.1% 1.1% | 90.4% | 95.3%
8 District 0.8% 0.4% 1.0% 0.3% 1.6% 0.6% 5.8% 2.4% 0.8% 0.9% | 90.1% | 95.5%
9t District 4.9% 3.9% 0.7% 0.3% 0.7% 0.1% 2.1% 1.7% 1.5% 1.5% | 90.2% | 92.5%
10h District | 0.6% | 0.5% | 4.1% | 2.4% | 45% | 1.7% 3.5% 22% | 1.4% | 1.6% | 85.8% | 91.6%

* All groups other than Hispanic are noaHispanic; Hispanic individuals may be of any race.

Figure 5.5: FY2022 Juror Gender Compared to 2021 Adult Population

. . . Female Male
Figure 55, at right, shows juror gender data 2021 a2 2021 o
compared to adult population estimates. Adult Jurors Adult Jurors
Statewide, gender data were missing from just Pop. Pop.

1.6% of jurors; those jurors are not included in Minnesota | 50.2%  S51.1% | 49.8%  48.9%
these percentages. Female jurors are slightly over | 1* District 50.6%  51.7% | 49.4%  48.3%
represented statewide, and all disicts except the | 2™ District 51.6%  51.7% | 48.4%  48.3%
8t had a higher percentage offemalejurors than 31 District 50.3%  51.6% | 49.7%  48.4%
were in the adult population. 4th District 50.6%  51.5% | 49.4%  48.5%
5 District 49.7%  49.8% | 50.3%  50.2%
6 District 495%  50.9% | 50.5%  49.1%
7 District 49.7%  52.0% | 50.3%  48.0%
8h District 49.3%  48.6% | 50.7%  51.4%
9 District 49.6%  49.7% | 50.4%  50.3%
10" District | 49.6%  50.1% | 50.4%  49.9%
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Fairness and Equity

FAIRNESS AND EQUITY, CONTINUED

Does the Branch have sufficient race data to assist in analyzing whether persons are
treated fairly regardless of race or ethnicity?

RACE DATA COLLECTION

§ The Judicial Council approved the addition of Race Data Collection to the core goal of Fairness
and Eyuity at the July 2018 meeting. This portion of the policyook effect on January 1, 2019

§ The minimum goal of having 80% otlosedcases with rae information recorded was
exceededstatewide for Major Criminal and Minor Criminalcases, however,O E A ved/B QaiE
of 90% of closed cases with race dataas not met for any case type

8 The goal of 80% of closed cases with race data was not nsédtewide for JuvenileDelinquency,
Juvenile Pettyand Traffic, or Juvenile CHIP$8ase typesDistrict resultsranged from 25% in
Juvenile Pettyand Traffic cases t®0% in JuvenileDelinquencycases

Minnesota Judicial BranchPolicy 505.2 contains the following language related to race data collection:

(Each judicial district shall maintain race data colletion rates of at least 80% and striving for
collection rates of at least 90% on the following case typeMajor Criminal, Minor Criminal,
Juvenile Delinquency, Juvenile Petty and Traffic, and Juvenile CHR&e data collection rates
are available on aron-going basis to judges and court staff via reports on CourtNé{See
Appendix for examples of racedata collection forms.)

Figure 5.6: Race Data Collection Rates on Closed Cases, Statewide, FY2P2

The reports on CourtNet that show % of Closed Cases with Race Data, Statewide, FY22
race data collection rates focus on

sdf-reported race data for Criminal,  [100% 88%

Juvenile Delinquency and Juvenile 80% [ ] 81%

Protection cases. Defendants complets 65% 67%

a Race Census Form, which can be 60%
either eledronic or paper. This
information is collected at a court

44%
40%

hearing. In juvenile protection 20%

matters, the parent or guardian o

completes the form on behalf of the Major Crim Minor Crim  Juvenile Deling Juv Petty &  Juvenile CHIPY
child/children. Traffic

Figure 56 showsthat for Major Strivefor Goal

Criminal and Minor Criminal cases,

81% or more were closed with race data repored statewide inFY2.TEA O@ED OBOLT &1 | £ wm

closed cases with race datevas not met for Criminal, Juvenile Delinquency or Juvenile Protection
casesFurther, the minimum goal of 80% of closed cases with race dateas not met foruvenile
Delinquency, JuvenildPetty and Traffic, andJuvenileCHIPSase typesLess than half (4%) of Juvenile
Petty and Traffic cases 65% of Juvenile Delinquency cases, and 67% of Juvenile CHIPS cases
closed with race datan FY22.
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Fairness and Equity

Figure 5.7: Race Data Collection Rates on Closed Cases, Statewide, FY202Q FY2022

Case Type FY2020 | FY2021 | FY2022
Major Crininal 94% 90% 88%
Minor Criminal 93% 83% 81%
Juvenile Delinquency 90% 70% 65%
Juvenile Petty & Trafficc 81% 47% 44%
Juvenile CHIPS 87% 7% 67%

Figure 57 shows the percentage of closed cases
with race data, by case typefor the last three
fiscal years. The addition of Race Data Collection
to the core goal of Fairness and Equityent into

effect at the beginning o2019.

Race data collection rates declinedcrossall
case typesover the last three fiscal yearsThe

largest decline was in Juvenile Pettgnd Traffic

caseswhich dropped from 81% of closed cases with race datan FY20 to 4% in FY2. The decline in
race data collection corresponds to a significant change in the collection process made necessary by
remote hearings.In response to the decline, State Court Administration is analyzingew methods to
improve the remote hearing race data collection processncluding a statewide eCheckln tool to

improve the hearing checkin process and ensure thatimporth & O00b &£O1 1 08

complete before the hearing, includingollection of race and ethnicity data.

Figure 5.8: Race Data Collection Rates, Closed Cases, by District, FY2@2

% of Closed Cases with Race Data (July, 2®@1 z June, 2022)

Dist _M_ajor _Mi_nor _ Juvenile | Juvenile Pet_ty Juvenile
Criminal | Criminal | Delinguency & Traffic CHIPS
1 92% 81% 82% 58% 80%
2 84% 68% 67% 57% 84%
3 86% 75% 58% 42% 64%
4 93% 93% 90% 64% 89%
5 88% 78% 61% 43% 61%
6 86% 74% 54% 41% 50%
7 91% 78% 57% 32% 52%
8 91% 80% 69% 43% 72%
9 88% 76% 52% 38% 67%
10 81% 70% 52% 25% 46%
State 88% 81% 65% 44% 67%

Criminal cases closed with race data in thetDistrict.

AAI

ET EOOC

All race data collection rates

district were at 80% or above
for Major Criminal casesn
FY22, with four districts
AGARAAAET Cc-£0DA
90%.

There was variation among

QOAOE

districts in race data collection
rates acrossall other case types.

Resultsranged from 25% of

Juvenile Pettyand Traffic cases
closedwith race data in the 10~

District to 93% of Minor
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Quiality Court Workplace Environment

QUALITY COURTWORKPLACEENVIRONMENT

JudicialBranchPolicy 505 The Minnesota Judicial Branch will ensure that judicial officers, court
personnel and jurors arequalified to perform their duties and have the materials, motivation,
direction, sense of mission, ath commitment to do quality work.

What are our turnover rates?

SEPARATION RATES

8§ Therate of staffleaving the Branch (separation rate) in FY22, by district/ Minnesota Judicial
Center MJG, ranged from a low 0f8.0% in the 8th District to a high of 17.8% in the 6t District.

§ Retirements and resignations together comprise 92% of all separations in F22.
8§ The total Branch sgaration rate for FY22 (14.1%) increased from FY2 (9.3%).

Figure 6.1: Separation Rates by District and MJC, FY2022

FY2022 (July 2021-June 2022)
District/ Retirement Resignation* Dismissal** Layoff Total Separations
MJC # % # % # % # % # %
1 104 4.4% 21.5 9.0% 1.0 0.4% 0 0% 32.9 13.8%
2 7.0 3.3% 17.4 8.2% 3.0 1.4% 0 0% 27.4 12.9%
3 3.0 1.8% 12.0 7.2% 0.0 0.0% 0 0% 15.0 9.0%
4 17.8 3.6% 58.6 11.9% 8.0 1.6% 0 0% 84.3 17.1%
5 4.0 3.4% 9.0 7.7% 2.0 1.7% 0 0% 15.0 12.8%
6 1.5 1.3% 17.1 148% 2.0 1.7% 0 0% 20.6 17.8%
7 7.0 3.7% 14.5 7.6% 3.0 1.6% 0 0% 24.5 12.8%
8 3.0 4.8% 2.0 3.2% 0.0 0.0% 0 0% 5.0 8.0%
9 9.0 5.5% 16.5 10.0% 2.0 1.2% 0 0% 27.5 16.7%
10 12.0 3.8% 35.1 11.1% 2.0 0.6% 0 0% 49.1 15.5%
MJC*** 14.0 3.1% 37.0 8.2% 4.0 0.9% 0 0% 55.0 12.1%
Total 88.7 3.5% 240.6 9.5% 27.0 1.1% 0 0% 356.3 14.1%

# = number of FTEs; % = percent of avg # of FTEs in a location dufiagatlyear who separated from the branch

All figuresexcludeJudges, Law Clerks, Bar Exam Moni@#Lsand Limited/Temporary Appointments

Average FTE calculated by taking avg of beginning and ending fiscal year FTEexdurisg classifications above)

*Resignation includeTerm Without Rights, Death, EnfiDisability Leave, Resignations, and Separatther

** Dismissalffigures include Gross Misconduct and Dismissal

*** MJC includes SCAO, Court of Appeals, Supreme Court, Lawyers Professional Responsibility Board, Board of Law Ex@mingrsgadEd

The total number of FTEseparated from theBranch in FY2 (356.3) increased by 55% over FY2L
(229.9). The variation by location inthe total number of FTEsseparated rangedfrom 5.0 FTEsin the
8th District to 84.3 FTEsin the 4t District.

Voluntary separations- retirements and resignations- accounted for 92% of the FTEs leaving the
Branch inFY22, while dismissals accountedor the remaining 8% of separations
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Quiality Court Workplace Environment

Figure 6.2: Total Separation Rates by District and MJC, FY2018 7z FY2022

The statewide separationrate in FY22 increased by

D',f,fﬂ'éﬂ FY18 | FY19| FY20| FYZ | FYZ | oyer 50% from the previous fiscal yeato the
1 55% 8.8% 11.9% 102% 13.8% highestseparationrate in five fiscal yeais (14%).
2 14.6% 9.3% 12.2% 11.9% 12.9% FY22 separatio_n rates_ f0feve_ndistricts and MJC
3 84% 17.6% 52% 10.3% 90% ere alsq the hlghe_st in five flscal_ yearand rfanged
4 11.9%  13.2% 95% @ 8.6% 17.1% from 8% in the 8h District to 18% in the 6 District.
5 9.0% 8.0% 10.0% 11.5% 12.8% There aremany waysto calculate turnover rates
6 9.5% 16.2% 9.4% 5.9% 17.8% (or separation rates).So, not all numbers are
7 76% 33% 9.0% 11.6% 12.8%  exactly comparable, especiallthose that report
8 6.9% 88% 45% 9.7% 8.0% figures by month instead of annuallyThe annual
9 7.4% 10.7% 7.7% | 7.7% | 16.7% Separation rate of14.1% for the Branch was
10 11.1% 9.0% 9.8% 8.1% 15.5% roughly estimated at1.2% per month, comparedo
MJIC 02%  7.0% 6.8% 8.8% 12.1% U.S._ D_epa_rtment of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Total 97% 100% 8.9% 93% 14.1% Statistics figures fo_r State anq Local government
Total# employees (excluding educationpf 1.9%
Separations | 291-5 | 2536 224.8 | 229.9 | 356.3 separations in June, 202¢.

Figure 6.3: Total Separation Rates Statewide, FY2008 7 FY2022

Figure 6.3 shows the statewde separation rate from FY8 to FY22. Following a low of4% in FY10,
there havebeenregular periods ofincrease in the separation rateThe separation rate inFY22 (14%)
was the highestin fifteen years. The rise was driven by a significant increase in the resignation rate
from FY21 toFY22.

14.1%

0,
4% 9.7%10.0 A)8.9% 9.3%

8.2% 7.7%
5.2% 6.2%

6.8% 6.49%

3.8%

(){0% ()(09 ;‘{\/0 Q\(XX ()(\/7’ (,\{X?’ ()(XD‘ ()ﬂf’ ;‘(\ﬁ’ (,‘{ﬁ ()('l% ;‘(@ (,‘(7—0 ?{’)} (,‘(7:)’

Figure 6.4: Statewide Separation Rates by Type, FY2018 7z FY2022

Separation
- . FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22
As shown in Figure 6.4, the overall separation  [NEE
rate in FYZ2 increased from the previousyear. Retirement | 3.8% | 3.8% | 3.0% | 3.7% | 3.5%

The largest percentagéncrease in separation
rate from FY21 to FY2 wasin the Resignation
categoly. The separation rate for Retirements Dismissal 1.3% | 0.9% | 1.2% | 0.6% | 1.1%
decreasedslightly from FY21 (3.7% in FY21 to Layoff 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

5% in FY22).
3.5% 2) Total 9.7% | 10.0%| 8.9% | 9.3% | 14.1%

Resignation | 4.7% | 5.3% | 4.7% | 4.9% | 9.5%

6 https://www.bls.gov/new s.release/jolts.t03.htm
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Quiality Court Workplace Environment

QUALITY COURT WORKPLACE ENVIRONMENTONTINUED
Do employees and judicial officers express satisfaction in their positions?

QUALITY COURT WORKPLACE SURVEY RESULTS

8§ The Quality Court Workplace(QCW)Surveywas conducted for the fourth time from January
22 to February 10, 2021 Previous roundsof the survey were completed in 2008, 2012and
2016.

§ 2,108 employees and 266 judges/justiceparticipated in their respective QCW surveys in
2021; response rates were 76% and 83% respectivelfThe 2021 QCW survey generated the
largest number of responses anthighestresponse rates, for both employees and
judgesljustices,compared to previous survey years.

8 Inthe 2021 survey, the statement with the highest level of agreement among employees was:
0) OT AAOOOAT A Eix 1 U EITA Al EAOEEOOARAOGI OA OABAEAE
j watb ACOAATOOOTT CIi U ACOAAQ8 4EA EECEAOO 1 AOAI
proudthat) xT OE ET 1T U AT 0006 j webp ACOAAYOOOI T CI U A

8 Employee QCWsurvey resultswere the highest in 2021 compared to all prevbus survey years
All six index category scoresvere highestin 2021, and30 out of 31 statementshad the same
or higher mean score in 202Xcompared 102016, 2012 and 2008.

The QCW surveys adapted from theNational Center for State Courts (NCSC) CourTo@surt
Employee Satisfaction survey. The QCW surviesycomprised of two surveys, one for employees and
one for judges/justices.The surveycontained 31 statementsfor employees, and 25 statements for
judgesl/justices,with responses ranging from Strongly Disagre& Strongly Agree Results are shown
below along with the mean score for eachtatement. The statements and results are broken into six
Index areas(e.g. Supervision and Management, Work Conditionsind into two types of statementsy
Environmental Factors Leading to Dissatisfaction and Motivational Factors Leading to Satisfaction.
More information describing these two types of statements is available on CourtNet.

Complete results of the survey are ab available on CourtNet for judges and statfd review dashboards
of results, written survey analysis presented to the Judicial Council, and an overview of results
presented to the Judicial Council.

The 2021 QCW survey generate@,108 employee responseand 266 judge/justice responses between
January 22 and February 10, 2021.

Employees

QCW survey mployee resultswere the highest in 2021 30 out of 31 statements had the same or
higher mean score in 2021 compared t2016, 2012, and 2008 and27 statements hal the same or
higher agreement level (the percerdigewho agree or strongly agree) in 2021 compared tall previous
survey years.
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Quiality Court Workplace Environment

Figure 6.5: Example of Employee Quality Court Workplace Survey Dashboard of Results

2021 QCWS Agreement Summary

This page shows high level 2021 Quality Court Workplace Survey results. Navigate to other pages using the tabs at the bottom of Supervision and Management

your screen. Select one or mare locations and demographic categories to filter results. Results are suppressed for selections
representing fewer than 10 respondents.

Select All

Agreement by Statement (% Agree or Strongly Agree)

District / County
District 1
D;Zt:it 2 88% 89% 38% 87%
83% 83% 83%
District 3 81%
District 4 73% 73%
1%

District 5 70%
District 6
District 7
District &
District 9
District 10
SCAQ, Appellate, Boards,

30 1 3 29

Statement Numbs
Branch Role Work Environment Years of Service Race Gender

All ~ All ~ All ~ All ~ All v

Statewide results for seven of the 31 statements with the highest levels of agreement and/or mean
scores in 2021 appear irFigure 66, ranked according to the percerdgeof employeerespondents who

agree or strongly agree. Agreement levels and mean scoffes all statementsfrom the employee
survey are available through interactive dashboards on CourtNefn exampleof results from the
interactive dashboards is shown in Figure 65.

Figure 6.6: Employee Statements with the Highest Levels of Agreement and/or Mean
Scores in 2021

| understand how my job
7 contributes to the overall missic 0% 0% 6% 46% 48% 94% 4.4
of the Minnesota Judicial Branc

o5 | knowwhat it means for me to 1% 20 8% 54% 35% 89% 4.2

be successful on the job.

| am proud that | work in my

0, 0, 0, 0, 0 0
court/SCAO. 0% 1% 11%  39% 49% 88% 4.4

22

The people | work with can be

: 1% 2% 9% 37% 51% 88% 4.3
relied upon when | need help.

My work unitlooks for ways to
1 improve processes and 0% 3% 9% 45% 43% 88% 4.3
procedures.

On my job, | know exactly what

1% 2% 9% 51% 37% 88% 4.2
expected of me.

21

My supervisor is available wher

: 1% 3% 10% | 37% 49% 86% 4.3
have questions or need help.

26
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